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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 
AND AMENDMENT 



To: Commissioner for Patents 



Please amend the claims as shown in the enclosed Status of Claims. 



REMARKS 



This is in response to the office action dated April 22, 2005 , which imposed a restriction 
requirement. 

1. Applicants accept without traverse \- the restriction, insofar as it applies to the group 
comprising Species C, D and E 5 while reserving the right to argue in the future that 
amongst themselves the species are not deserving of mutual restriction. 

2. Applicants note an apparent oversight with respect to claim 3. In the office action, 
species were categorized as Species A (changing perforation height) and B (changing 
sidewall thickness). This left no place for independent claim 3 (changing sidewall 
thickness and changing perforation height). Also, method claim 26 is analogous to claim 

3. and thus should not be grouped with species B (only). 

3. Applicants assume there must be a further species, they call here "F", which 
encompasses claims 3 and 26 and those having dependency therefrom. Applicant elects 
prosecution of species F, and also requests prosecution of species A and B. Applicant 
traverses the restriction with respect to Species A and B in view of Species F (claim 3 et 
al.) The art search is overlapping and the patentable subject matter of the claims is 
intimately inter-related. (For the July 6, 2004 office action, examiner had done a search 
and indicated that certain of the subject claims could be allowable, while others were 
rejected.) 

4. In summary, applicants request partial withdrawal of the restriction requirement, that is 
that portion which applies to claims 1-19 and 26-31. 

5. After review, applicants have amended the various claims from those submitted with 
applicants' October 6/8, 2004 paper to fix errors and make the claims more definite. 
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6. For reasons presented in applicants' October 6/8, 2004 paper, the claims are novel and 
non-obvious; and, applicants request reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-19 and 
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26-31. 



Respectfully submitted, 
R. BROCHU ET AL. 



Their (Attorney 
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